The essential difference between grammar and lexicon is the following: The grammar is concerned with those signs which are formed regularly and which are handled analytically, while the lexicon is concerned with those signs which are formed irregularly and which are handled holistically. A sign is lexicalized if it is withdrawn from analytic access and inventorized. On the other hand, for a sign to be grammaticalized means for it to acquire functions in the analytic formation of more comprehensive signs. Both processes regularly, but not necessarily involve a reductive component. Consequently, grammaticalization is not the mirror image of lexicalization.
The genesis of members of minor word classes, in particular adpositions and conjunctions, has often been treated as an instance of grammaticalization. However, minor word classes are not necessarily classes of grammatical formatives. In particular, there are more lexical and more grammatical adpositions. For instance, before auf Grund (von) 'on the basis of' can ever get grammaticalized to a grammatical preposition, it must first be lexicalized to the lexical preposition aufgrund (von) . In this sense, grammaticalization presupposes lexicalization.
Thus, lexicalization and grammaticalization are processes that have much in common and are, to a certain extent, parallel. The mirror image of grammaticalization is degrammaticalization, and the mirror image of lexicalization is folk etymology.
Theoretical bases
The purpose of this contribution is to clarify the concepts of 'grammaticalization' and 'lexicalization' in their mutual relationship (cf. Moreno Cabrera 1998) . Such an explication cannot possibly justify all previous uses of these concepts, in particular not all of those reported or endorsed in Lehmann 1989 . Also, to the extent that it tries to be consistent, the explication necessarily leads to unwonted results.
Analytic and holistic approaches
Given an object of cognition of some complexity, the human mind has two ways of accessing it. The analytic approach consists in considering each part of the object and the contribution that it makes to the assemblage by its nature and function, and thus to arrive at a mental representation of the whole by applying rules of composition to its parts. The holistic approach is to directly grasp the whole without consideration of the parts. This can be done if the object itself is already familiar or if, by its contours or its contextual setting and function, it bears an essential analogy to some familar object.
The two approaches complement each other in various ways. 1. If confronted with a familiar object, we tend to take the holistic approach; if confronted with an unfamiliar object, we take the analytic approach. 2. For a given specific object, we can often switch between the two approaches by making a fresh analysis of what used to be familiar or by disregarding compositional parts in favour of the function of the whole. 3. A given complex object may only be analyzed in certain parts or aspects, while the internal structure of other parts remains out of consideration.
To illustrate:
E1. a. X chooses the correct approach to Y. b. X takes the correct approach to Y.
In E1.a the combination of the relational noun approach with its prepositional dependent, and the combination of the transitive verb choose with its direct object, are interpreted by general rules of semanto-syntax. 1. The relatively unfamiliar collocation choose .... approach is construed analytically, while the familiar collocation take ... approach is construed holistically. 2. The collocation choose ... approach could instead be accessed holistically, whereby the specific contribution of choose would essentially be foregone, and the whole would be largely synonymous with take ... approach; and again, the collocation take ... approach could instead be accessed analytically, whereby take would regain a more literal sense (contrasting, e.g., with abandon), and the resulting constructional meaning would be slightly different. 3. The holistic approach treats take ... approach as a proper part of the construction, which it is not in the analytic approach. However, this does not mean that the construction of E1.b is an unanalyzed whole, since we can still integrate the contributions of each of the elements in the slots X, Y and Z with the help of general compositional rules.
Lexicon and grammar
The system of linguistic signs is subdivided into lexicon and grammar. The relationship between the two components and their organisation in terms of subcomponents is represented in S1.
On the horizontal axis of S1, the lexicon differs from the grammar. The vertical axis is associated with the hierarchy of levels of grammatical structure. The latter is, of course, only partially represented in the lexicon. The most idiosyncratic part of the lexicon is the morphemicon, which contains all the lexical and grammatical morphemes of the language. Accessing a collocation XY holistically means treating it as an entry of the inventory, as a lexical item. If this mode of access to XY gets more prominent in language activity, it is the initial step of the lexicalization of this sequence.
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All the data and most of the analyses of this language are taken from Schulze-Berndt 2000.
3
CONT continuous, DU dual, PRS present, PST past, SG singular.
Accessing a collocation XY analytically means treating it as a grammatical construction in which the structural properties of either X or Y or both matter and make a regular contribution to the pattern. If this mode of access gets more prominent in language activity, it is the initial step of the grammaticalization of XY.
In the following two sections, we will see that lexicalization and grammaticalization apply alternatively to a construction, while they apply successively to an item.
Lexicalization and grammaticalization as alternatives

Verb and coverb in Jaminjung
The initial step in the processes of grammaticalization and lexicalization does not yet involve any noticeable changes in the collocation. So far, those are but alternative modes of treating the collocation XY. However, they lay the ground for the further fate of XY. To see this, let us take an example from Jaminjung, a Non-Pama-Nyungan language of Northern Australia.
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The language has two word classes which are at stake here. The meaning of the sentence is construed in a bottom-up fashion by the following compositional operations. First, the coverb is combined with its (nominal) dependents -none in E3. Then the verb is first combined with its nominal dependents -here, the subject -and next with the coverb phrase. If they have nominal dependents in common, these and their roles are unified. In this way, the meaning of the whole is a regular function of the meaning of the parts and their relations.
In this approach, the collocation of verb and coverb works as a pattern, with two slots to be occupied by members of two clearly distinct categories, one of which -the verb -constitutes a structured paradigm. The two slots can be filled essentially in mutual independence. To the extent that the bulk of the concrete meaning of the whole is contributed by the coverb, the verb only functions as an aspectual operator which converts the coverb into a finite clause. In this construction, it is a grammatical verb.
If, instead, the collocation of verb plus coverb is accessed holistically, the verb retains a concrete meaning, as in E4.
E4. jirrib ga-rdba-ny Here, the verb and the coverb do not each take their dependents. Instead, the complex formed by the two essentially functions like a derived verb in whose meaning the meaning of the parts in isolation cannot necessarily be re-identified and which takes dependents as a whole. Although the collocation bears an outer resemblance to the pattern observed in the former case, no filling of the slots is possible which could bear a semantically regular paradigmatic relationship to the one of E3. In this approach, the collocation of verb and coverb functions as a simple verb, enriching, as it were, the inventory of the verbs. The complex is, thus, lexicalized.
The German preposition zu
Similar examples could, of course, be adduced from serial verb constructions all over the world. Often it is the same verb which gets both grammaticalized to a function verb and, finally, to an aspectual operator, and in other collocations gets lexicalized by merging with a contextual component. This will be illustrated with the German preposition zu. Synchronically, this preposition has a number of uses which vary in the extent to which they form regular patterns. Originally, this was a local preposition with allative and locative functions, similar to French à. These two functions appear in E5. The allative use of zu evolves into a purposive one, which in the end gives us the subordinator of the infinitive. The development can be envisaged as proceeding along a gradience whose steps are illustrated by E6.
E6. a. Der Prinz begab sich zur Königin. 'The prince betook himself to the queen.' b. Der Prinz begab sich zur Jagd. 'The prince betook himself to the hunt.' c. Der Prinz begab sich zum Jagen. 'The prince betook himself to hunting.' d. Der Prinz entschied sich zum Jagen.'The prince decided in favor of hunting.' e. Der Prinz entschied sich zu jagen. 'The prince decided to hunt.'
At each stage of this evolution, the preposition is sensitive to the syntactic categories that constitute its context. 4 The dependent is a concrete and an abstract NP, respectively, in E6.a and b. The noun in the abstract NP is an infinitive in E6. c and d. Finally, the complement of the preposition is a bare infinitive in e. At the same time, the superordinate verb is one of locomotion as long as the preposition has an allative or purposive sense. Once the latter does no more than subordinate an infinitive, the superordinate verb can be a complement-taking verb. In the end, such verbs may even require zu as a marker introducing the dependent infinitive. At this endpoint of the grammaticalization process, zu is but an obligatory slot filler in a construction which is formed by compositional rules of syntax.
The uses of zu which form the chain leading from E5.a = E6.a to E6.e instantiate productive patterns. This is not so with the locative use appearing in E5.b. The combination of locative zu with town names is obsolete. If a toponym which is not a town name, such as Capri, Hessen, Dänemark, is substituted for Potsdam, the sentence becomes outright ungrammatical. The combination of locative zu with common nouns is illustrated in E7. Each of the collocations of zu with its dependent in E7 is lexicalized. In E7.a, we cannot substitute Hause by Hotel; Esel 'donkey' instead of Pferde in E7.b, and Fluß/Ufer 'river/bank' instead of Wasser/Lande in E7.c are impossible. The collocations do instantiate a pattern, viz. the one illustrated by E5.b; but the pattern is obsolete. Consequently, the phraseologisms of E7 are but remnants of an earlier pattern. In regular locative prepositional phrases, zu is replaced by other prepositions.
Grammaticalization of a construction
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As Meillet (1915:170) says: "c'est le rôle dans la phrase qui décide de tout". Cf. also Bybee et al. 1994: 11. The examples show that one cannot properly say that a given element as such is either grammaticalized or lexicalized. Instead, it is the construction of which the element is a constituent which may embark on either course. 5 If this is so, then the grammaticalization of a construction does not entail the grammaticalization of any of its component elements. Consider, for example, the construction consisting of a verbum dicendi as superordinate verb and a subordinate clause, as in E8.b.
E8. a. Irvin apologized, he didn't hit me on purpose.
b. Irvin said he didn't hit me on purpose.
It seems appropriate to say -as it has been said for at least a century -that the collocation of a verbum dicendi and a sentence specifying the content of the communication, as it appears in E8.a, has been grammaticalized into a complex sentence in E8.b. No formative is visible in E8.b which would have specifically undergone grammaticalization in this process.
E9 translates E8 into German.
E9. a. Erwin entschuldigte sich; er habe mich nicht absichtlich getroffen. b. Erwin sagte, er habe mich nicht absichtlich getroffen.
Here, the sentence rendering the content of the speech act is in the subjunctive present in both cases. In E9.a, the subjunctive expresses that the speaker does not vouch for what he is saying. In E9.b, it is triggered by the governing verb. Consequently, the subjunctive becomes more grammaticalized in this development.
The analogy between the English and the German case warrants the generalization that the grammaticalization of a particular formative is but a by-product of the grammaticalization of a construction. If there is an element that mediates the relation between the constituents of a construction, then grammaticalization of the construction will involve grammaticalization of this element. But if there is no such element present, grammaticalization may proceed, anyway.
Those who are familiar with my earlier work on grammaticalization will notice that this implies a slight extension of the concept. The traditional conception, which centers around the grammaticalization of a linguistic sign, sees this in the intersection of a set of paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations. This, of course, entails the existence of a construction that the sign in question is a part of and that is grammaticalized together with the latter (cf. 
T1. Lexical and grammatical members of word classes in Spanish
the criteria of paradigmatic and syntagmatic autonomy to a construction regardless of whether it contains a constituent in which the symptoms of grammaticalization crystallize. This is a small and controlled extension which avoids the undesirable consequence that anything which enriches the grammar must be called grammaticalization. The extension is of relevance for the analysis of isolating structures, on whose grammaticalization much more empirical work is necessary.
Lexicalization and grammaticalization in succession 3.1. Lexical and grammatical members of word classes
Up to now, we have viewed grammaticalization and lexicalization as two alternatives which may apply to a given construction. However, there is yet another sense in which the two processes complement each other. Before we can turn to it, the theory of word classes needs some clarification. Word classes are sometimes divided into lexical and grammatical word classes. It is, for instance, assumed that nouns, adjectives and verbs form lexical word classes, while prepositions and conjunctions form grammatical word classes. As a matter of fact, there are lexical and grammatical words in each of the word classes, as illustrated in T1 from Spanish (the English translations illustrate the same point).
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The category of the particle is especially often associated with the notion of grammatical word or morpheme.
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This insight is already foreshadowed in the Cours de linguistique générale. Saussure (1916 Saussure ( [1985 :186) writes: 'on attribue généralement les prépositions à la grammaire; pourtant la locution prépositionnelle en considération de est essentiellement lexicologique, puisque le mot considération y figure avec son sens propre.' 9 'Decategorialization' is presented in Hopper & Traugott 1993, ch. 5 .3 as something essential in grammaticalization. However, this should not be interpreted as 'shift from major to minor category', but rather as 'shift from content words to function words' (Haspelmath 1998:329) . Cf. Haspelmath 1998 for critical discussion.
The subdivision in T1 shows that word classes do not differ in that some are lexical and others are grammatical. Instead, the criterion of lexical vs. grammatical is independent of the word classes and yields two subclasses of each of them. Needless to say, no sharp boundary between these two subclasses is intended.
By consequence, it is not the case that the so-called minor parts of speech have something particularly grammatical about them.
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Therefore the transition of, e.g., a relational noun into a preposition or a conjunction does not amount to the grammaticalization of the former, as is so often assumed. If, for instance, a relational noun such as Span. base appears in a preposition like a base (de) 'on the basis (of)', this is often called grammaticalization of the noun base to the preposition a base de. In reality, however, the appurtenance of any linguistic unit to a word class -preposition in the case at hand -implies first and foremost its appurtenance to the inventory, i.e. to the lexicon. The genesis of a preposition like a base (de) is therefore, first of all, a process of lexicalization of this sequence. Once such new lexical items have been created, they can undergo grammaticalization.
If grammaticalization changes a lexical element of a given category into a grammatical one, then it follows that grammaticalization by itself does not touch the syntactic category or may, at any rate, leave it untouched. 9 These are cases of grammaticalization which cannot be construed as reanalysis. 
Lexicalization and grammaticalization in Spanish
In what follows, we consider the relationship between lexicalization and grammaticalization in three different areas of Spanish, viz. prepositions, conjunctions and verbs with prepositional government.
Complex prepositions 11
Cf. Raible 1992, ch. I.1 and, in particular, p. 11f on the strength of the subtype a N de.
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This is, of course, not to say that all Spanish prepositions originate in this way. There are also deadverbial prepositions (on which s. Meyer-Lübke 1899:159-164) such as dentro 'inside' (< Vulgar Latin de intro), which initially govern a direct complement (dentro la casa 'inside the house'), but from the second half of the the 13 th century on govern their complement by means of de (dentro de la casa). All the prepositions of the first column of T2 have it in common that their last element is a primary preposition, namely either de or a (cf. Meyer-Lübke 1899:295-298). Only when the complex changes into a (secondary) simple preposition, the primary preposition may disappear.
We see that the syntactic pattern of the formation of complex prepositions is based on the combination of two components, as schematized in S2.a. The first is a semantically specific expression, to be called semantically specific relator (SSR) in what follows. The second is a PrepP which, in turn, is formed with a primary, thus, semantically empty, preposition. The latter only serves the structural function of forming a PrepP. Once this is guaranteed, the syntactic nature of the SSR and its syntagmatic relation to the PrepP are of secondary importance. In the SSR slot we find prepositions (de, ante), adverbs (bajo) and relational 
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This development would go in the opposite direction of the one mentioned in fn. 12. In the case at hand, an alternative analysis is possible, as pointed out by M. Haspelmath (p.c.) . Namely, the phrase bajo de NP never passes through S2. Instead, bajo at first governs a prepositional complement; later, government becomes direct, so that de is dropped. This analysis, while plausible in the cases at hand, is obviously not available for the cases of T2. It is probably not too important that the internal syntax be entirely correct here, because the SSR is not meant to function as a compositional constituent of a syntactic construction, but to create a semantically specific form of prepositional subordination. Since language is a goal-directed activity, we may assume that the reanalysis shown in S2.c is already targetted with the formation of those syntactically complex expressions.
The reanalysis goes hand in hand with the lexicalization of the complex preposition, since step S2.b subtracts the formation from the rules of syntax.
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In the initial phase, the primary preposition was needed for its structural function. After lexicalization, this function is integrated into the complex consisting of the SSR plus preposition. The internal structure of the latter is no longer relevant. T3 shows a mixed selection -this time, at the synchronic level -of complex and other secondary conjunctions of Spanish.
All these conjunctions have it in common that their last element is a primary conjunction, viz. que.
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Only when the complex changes into a (secondary) simple conjunction, such as como, 'as' and mientras 'while', que disappears. For several of these complex conjunctions, the subordination is syntactically completely regular. We see that the syntactic pattern of the formation of complex conjunctions is based on the combination of a SSR with a subordinate clause which, in turn, is formed with a semantically empty conjunction. The latter only serves the structural function of subordinating the clause. Once this is guaranteed, the syntactic nature of the SSR and its syntagmatic relation to the subordinate clause are of secondary importance. In the SSR slot we find prepositions, adverbs and combinations thereof; and the syntactic relation between the two syntagms varies accordingly.
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If the SSR ends in a preposition, it governs the subordinate clause, otherwise it bears a modifying or appositive relation to the latter.
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The conjunction thus developped functionally contains a subordinator and by virtue of this directly takes a clause as its complement. This state is symbolized in S3.b. In this last phase, the subordinator que, which remains visible in porque and aunque, may be suppressed, as in como and mientras.
At the last stage of the evolution of complex prepositions and conjunctions, the structural element which subordinates the complement and which differs between PrepPs and subordinate clauses, disappears. As a result of this, there are several particles such as como, mientras which function both as preposition and as conjunction.
Incidentally, the mood to be observed with complex conjunctions cannot be derived from their constitution, but is simply the same which is used in the respective subordinate clause types if they are introduced by a simple conjunction. This is further evidence for the conception that the passage through S3 is a goal-directed process, where new collocations are fitted into a given schema. Just as in complex prepositions, those prepositions which are used to govern the complement are exclusively primary prepositions. No Spanish verb governs any of the prepositions of T2. This is, thus, completely parallel to the complex prepositions. We might therefore feel tempted to speak of a lexicalization of verb-preposition collocations in T4. However, the combination here remains discontinuous. Neither is there any evidence for a reanalysis, analogously to the previous cases, whereby the verb would form a constituent together with the governing preposition. Therefore the traditional description is to be preferred, whereby the verb is a lexical unit in itself and determines the occurrence of a particular preposition in its complement. Anyway, this property of the verb is a lexical-grammatical property, just as if the preposition were part of its lexeme.
Reanalysis, grammaticalization and lexicalization
The reanalyses shown in S2 and S3 destroy a regular syntactic construction with no compensation at the syntactic level. The reanalysis therefore entails a loss in compositionality. It is the essential step in the lexicalization of complex prepositions and conjunctions. It is true that, in the cases reviewed, a new preposition or conjunction evolves by reanalysis. However, as was said in the beginning, this is not a case of grammaticalization, because the particle thus developped is not a grammatical element. Complex units may be grammaticalized without having been lexicalized. For instance, the combination of a preposition with its governed case, or the combination of a conjunction with a mood, may be grammaticalized. These constellations are usually not analyzed as discontinuous linguistic units (cf., however, Touratier 1979) . This would, in fact, presuppose a reanalysis and ensuing lexicalization of the combination.
Grammaticalization involves an analytic access to a unit, lexicalization involves a holistic access to a unit, a renunciation of its internal analysis. Both processes do not concern signs in isolation, but signs in their paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations. However, this is just where the essential differences between the two processes are.
Let [XY] Z be a complex construction which undergoes grammaticalization or lexicalization. Then the differences between the two processes consist in two aspects. First, in grammaticalization there may be a constituent of Z, e.g. X, which is the focus of the process and which is changed into a grammatical formative by it. In lexicalization, there is no such constituent; the lexicalization affects Z as a whole. From this it follows that lexicalization necessarily concerns an internally complex unit, whereas we may reasonably speak of grammaticalization even with respect to simple units.
Second, in grammaticalization the internal relations of Z become more strict and constrained. This regards, in particular, the relation between X and Y or between X and Z. Again, in lexicalization the internal relations of Z become irregular and get lost.
A consequence of this explication of the notion of lexicalization is that the coalescence of two grammatical morphemes must be called lexicalization. Here are a couple of examples. In Spanish desde, appearing in T2, the grammatical prepositions de, ex and de are combined to a new preposition. In English himself (with the other inflected forms), the accusative of the personal pronoun is combined with the semigrammatical morpheme self to yield the reflexive pronoun. From this perspective, the evolution of German möchte into a new lexeme (infinitive möchten) 20 is a merger of the semigrammatical lexeme mögen 'may' with the inflectional category of the subjunctive II into a new attenuated volitive meaning. 
Lexicalization and its converse
What was said on lexicalization may be summarized in T5.
The horizontal axis of T5 is the horizontal axis of S1. Lexicalization is a process constantly at work in ordinary language activity. T5 shows that the inversion of lexicalization is not grammaticalization. Bestowing structure onto a hitherto opaque expression is not an automatic ingredient of language activity, but demands an enhanced measure of creativity. The operation is called folk etymology (cf. Untermann 1975) and is by magnitudes rarer than lexicalization.
A final terminological remark is necessary. The adjective lexical has two meanings in linguistics, 1) belonging to the inventory, 2) having a specific, concrete meaning. In the latter sense, lexical is opposed to grammatical, as displayed in S1. In the former sense, however, both words with a concrete meaning and grammatical formatives belong to the inventory. In particular, the morphemicon (core of the lexicon) contains both the lexical and the grammatical morphemes of a language. Lexicalization is a process in which something becomes lexical in the first of the two senses. The term idiomaticization has essentially the same meaning. Lexicalization as a process in which something becomes lexical in the second sense would be the same as degrammaticalization, to which we turn in the following section.
Grammaticalization and its converse
What was said on grammaticalization may be summarized in T6. The horizontal axis of T6 is the vertical axis of S1. Grammaticalization is a process constantly at work in ordinary language activity. T6 shows that the inversion of grammaticalization is not lexicalization. Giving autonomy to a hitherto dependent expression is not an automatic ingredient of language activity, but demands an enhanced measure of creativity. The operation is called degrammaticalization (cf. Ramat 1992) and is by magnitudes rarer than grammaticalization.
Summary
Both lexicalization and grammaticalization are reductive processes which constrain the freedom of the speaker in selecting and combining the constituents of a complex expression. Insofar, both processes can be regarded as a transition of an expression from parole into langue. This is in consonance with the conception of langue as the language system whose semantic subsystem consists of the lexicon and the grammar. Lexicalization and grammaticalization are the two janus-faces of the creation of the language system in parole, of the Versprachlichung of the world.
Grammaticalization and lexicalization are not mirror images, but orthogonal to each other. Both are reduction processes (cf. Lehmann 1989) , but in a different sense. Grammaticalization reduces the autonomy of a unit, shifting it to a lower, more strictly regulated grammatical level, more precisely, into the right lower corner of S1. Lexicalization reduces the inner structure of a unit, shifting it into the inventory, more precisely, into the left lower corner of S1.
While we may reasonably speak of lexicalization only with respect to complex units, grammaticalization concerns a complex unit and may simultaneously affect in particular one of its constituents. The latter then evolves into a (more) grammatical formative. Such a unitary constituent is created by lexicalization to begin with. Insofar, lexicalization plays a role as the first phase, or perhaps rather preparatory phase, of grammaticalization. Again, it is not excluded that lexicalization and grammaticalization occur jointly in a given case. English wanna and gonna would be cases in point. In the former, the combination of a lexical and a grammatical morpheme lexicalizes to a modal, in the latter, the combination of semi-grammaticalized going with a grammatical morpheme is lexicalized and further grammaticalized.
We have seen that prepositions and conjunctions come about not by grammaticalization, but by lexicalization. Once they have come into existence, they may then be grammaticalized. Lexical change, however, is much more ephemerous than grammatical change. From among all the new prepositions and conjunctions, only a fraction is grammaticalized. All the others are abandoned and replaced by other neologisms. Those numerous complex prepositions and conjunctions which constantly come and go do not indicate incomplete grammaticalization processes, but are simply products of lexical change.
